We know little about how signals are used during territory establishment, particularly when potential competitors are separated by distances that are typical of those between neighbours. I studied the effects of residence time on the display behaviour of male Anolis sagrei lizards in long-and short-distance contexts. In the long-distance context, the habitat patches of two male lizards were 5 m apart, separating the males by a distance typical of that in territorial neighbourhoods. For the short-distance context, I placed two males in one habitat patch. In both contexts, either 1-day residents were paired with new arrivals, or both individuals were new arrivals. In the long-distance contexts only, I also created situations in which both individuals were 1-day residents. Residence time affected the relative frequencies of headbob displays ('bobbing displays' and 'nodding displays'). However, the direction of the effect depended on opponent proximity. In long-distance contexts, 1-day residents performed fewer bobbing displays relative to nodding displays than did new arrivals; in short-distance contexts 1-day residents performed more bobbing displays relative to nodding displays than did new arrivals. The results suggest that signalling during territory establishment is governed by a qualitatively different set of rules when potential competitors are at short versus long distances.
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We still have a great deal to learn about how animals use signals when establishing their territory. This may be because most studies have been based on dyads that are confined to spaces much smaller than natural territorial neighbourhoods (reviewed in Stamps & Krishnan 1998). Typically one animal in such a dyad becomes behaviourally dominant after a fight, and it is often assumed that the outcome of such a fight determines which animal establishes a territory at that location. However, when animals interact in a larger space, the relationship between winning fights and winning space is sometimes complex and indirect (e.g. Beletsky & Orians 1987; Stamps & Krishnan 1998) . As a consequence, understanding how animals use signals to win fights may not be sufficient for explaining general patterns of signalling during territory establishment.
Studies have shown that a major function of signals in fights is to inform opponents of factors that can determine a fight's outcome, notably fighting ability and motivation (e.g. Enquist 1985; Enquist et al. 1985; Barlow et al. 1986; Turner & Huntingford 1986; Grafen 1990 ; but also see Dawkins & Guilford 1991; Johnstone & Grafen 1993) . Theoretical work indicates that motivation can be expressed as the cost that an animal is willing to pay to win (e.g. Enquist 1985; Enquist et al. 1985) . Thus an animal may win a fight by communicating a willingness to pay a cost that its opponent cannot match. In some cases this willingness can be expressed by the winner using a behaviour that is itself too costly for the loser, thus ensuring that signals are honest (Enquist 1985; Enquist et al. 1985) . In other cases there may be more complex relationships between an animal's willingness to use costly behaviour and the behaviour patterns it uses in fights. For example, opponents may match their behaviour patterns, although the motivation of the participants may affect aspects of the overall behaviour within the fight (e.g. Wagner 1989; McMann 1993; Ribowski & Franck 1993) .
Many free-living territorial animals signal when potential opponents are separated by distances that normally separate neighbours, as well as at the shorter distances typical of the fights discussed above (e.g. Catchpole & Slater 1995; Bradbury & Vehrencamp 1998) . I call the situation in which potential opponents are at typical interneighbour distances a long-distance context. Shortdistance interactions between free-living opponents may often resemble the well-studied fights discussed above,
